INFLUENCE OF PARENTAL FIGURES ON SCHIZOPHRENIC PATIENTS 1 IDEN Z. GOODMAN Saw Francisco State College
All theories viewing family interactions as etiologically relevant to schizophrenia are concerned with parental influences upon family members. In this study the Good versus Poor premorbid adequacy dichotomization of a male schizophrenic population is compared with the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomization of the same population in terms of their relative utility in predicting the sex of the most influential parent. For comparison, normal Goods and Poors were also tested for parental influence. Results support the greater utility of the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomy. In conclusion it is hypothesized that the terms paranoid, nonparanoid, Good, and Poor are attributes but not essences of the schizophrenic process. They may apply equally descriptively to other groups of males.
All theories stressing the interpersonal contributions to the development of schizophrenia start from the assumption that the target person is subjected to pathogenic influences from significant others. Frequently these influences are seen as issuing from one family member, usually a parent, to another as in the double-bind theory (Bateson, Jackson, Haley, & Weakland, 1956 ) and the two theories examined in this study. Each of the theories considered in this research addresses itself to the influence of parents on their schizophrenic son, and each dichotomizes the male schizophrenic population, yet they have never been systematically related. Comparison of their utility and clarification of their meaning are foci of this research.
One theory is based upon psychiatric symptomatology, namely, the presence or absence of paranoid symptoms in a male schizophrenic individual. The other theory is based upon the process-reactive typology of schizophrenia, and in the present research is defined by male patients' premorbid social and sexual adequacy as measured by the Phillips' Scale of Premorbid Adjustment (Phillips, 1953) . Those schizophrenics with histories of relatively greater social integration and het- 1 The doctoral dissertation on which this study is based was cowinner of the 1966 Marquis Award for the most distinguished psychology dissertation at the University of Michigan for that year. The author wishes to express his gratitude to his doctoral committee: Howard M. Wolowitz, chairman, and Edward S. Bordin, Robyn M. Dawes, and Melvin Selzer. erosexual orientation are called "Goods." "Poors" are those with histories tending toward social isolation and autoerotic or homosexual orientations. In line with current clinical and experimental practice, both theories will be treated as if they dichotomize the schizophrenic population into discontinuous groups, but it is more likely that the dichotomies represent the end points of the continua they define.
Each theory proposes that important causes of schizophrenia can be located in family relationships, and each hypothesizes that the parent of one sex is the major malignant agent for one of the subgroups of its dichotomy while the parent of the other sex is in a corresponding position for the other subgroup. Specifically, paranoids and Goods, one group from each theory, are hypothesized to be more bound in conflictful relationships with fathers; and nonparanoids and Poors, the remaining groups, are hypothesized to be bound in conflictful relationships with mothers. The present study compares predictions of being influenced by maternal and paternal pressure for both theories. Following are brief statements of the rationales for these hypotheses relating schizophrenic subtype and parental influence.
Paranoid versus Nonparanoid Dichotomy
It is generally agreed by psychological investigators (Bellak, 1958 ) that schizophrenia evolves from disturbances in the earliest periods of ego development. Due to immaturity at birth the human infant is utterly dependent upon a mothering one with whom he experiences a symbiotic relatedness. The logical and psychological importance of this relatedness as a potent determinant for later health or disturbance led to many examinations of mothers of schizophrenics (Hadju-Gimes, 1940; Kohn & Clausen, 1956; Lidz, 1966; Prout & White, 19SO; Reichard & Tillman, 1950; Tietze, 1949) . The major trend in these research and case studies was to find disturbed maternal personalities with pronounced overcontrolling and domineering traits. Many of these same studies agreed in finding fathers of schizophrenics to be basically passive, ineffectual, dependent, or absent (Hadju-Gimes, 1940; Kohn & Clausen, 1956; Lidz, 1966; Reichard & Tillman, 1950; Tietze, 1949) . One major effect of this pattern is to leave the male child bound, if not double bound, in a stunting symbiosis with the mother while the distance increases between himself and the necessary masculine identifications and behaviors. The double-binding feature of the symbiosis resides in the twin dangers of a feared loss of self through absorption in the maternal personality or a loss of self through abandonment and destruction for independent strivings which threaten the symbiosis. When a son with these introjects and expectancies is faced with pressure to conform to maternal judgments, he should feel pressure to conform to and, perhaps to oppose as well, the maternal judgments. Maternal influence on such a son should exceed paternal influence, and the greater the maternal power or dominance the greater should be her influence.
Because of his schizophrenic development the paranoid shares with the nonparanoid the malignant legacy of a symbiotic relationship with a domineering, overcontrolling mother. In addition, however, he is in conflict with a powerful father. Freud (1911) specified the variations on the major repressed homosexual wish of the paranoid male toward other males, the prototype of whom is the father. Ovesey (1955) has developed the conception of this wish and its variations from exclusive sexual ones of passive receptive libidinal longings, to include pseudohomosexual motives of dependency toward more powerful males conflicting with hostile envious wishes to usurp power from them.
Pseudohomosexual feelings are presumed to arise in family constellations in which the distribution of power is markedly in favor of a father (or older male sibling) who is perceived as threatening and hostile by the child. A child who experiences these feelings being directed toward him develops retaliatory hostility. When retaliation is blocked and frustrated by the power imbalance, the son grows up with a painful sense of inadequacy, strongly ambivalent dependency needs toward other males, and secret wishes to hostilely appropriate power from other males. He perceives himself as unattractive to women and inadequate to compete with other males. This self-image coupled with withdrawal from heterosexuality leads to the growing conviction and anxiety that one is homosexual. Freud (1911) concluded that males in general and paranoids in particular repress their submissive-receptive wishes for the father because recognition of them implied castration. The pseudohomosexual counterpart to castration anxiety is fear of retaliatory punishment for appropriative aggressive wishes.
Not only have there been important clinical confirmations of the relationship between paranoid symptoms and pseudo-and true homosexuality (Brill, 1934; Ferenczi, 1914; Freud, 1911) , but in testing grounds far removed from the analytic couch there have been significant substantiations of the relationship (Gardner, 1931; Klaf & Davis, 1960; Moore & Selzer, 1963; Musiker, 1952; Wolowitz, 1965) .
From this theory and its accompanying evidence it is deduced that when faced with an influence attempt from a paternal figure the paranoid will conform to the paternal pressure in order to satisfy his sexual and dependency needs and escape punishment, and he will oppose the paternal pressure from fear of implied castration and to avoid retaliation for his appropriative jealous wishes.
Good -versus Poor Dichotomy
The Good versus Poor orientation views psychological deficit in schizophrenia as a direct function of the schizophrenic's pre-potent withdrawal and avoidance responses to actual or symbolic, present or anticipated, social censure (Rodnick & Garmezy, 1957) . Evidence on the specific question of the differential significance of each parent for Goods and Poors does not always support the theory's statement that Poors are maximally sensitive to maternal censure and similarly for Goods to paternal censure. There have been some striking confirmations of this position (Donovan & Webb, 196S; Farina, 1960; Goodman, 1964) , but these are balanced by existing disconfirmations (Engelhart, 1959; Kreinik, 1959; Nathanson, 1967) .
The details of why Poors are maximally sensitive to maternal figures and Goods to paternal figures have not been elaborated, but role theory provides an adequate model. Descriptions of the Poor picture him as more regressed, withdrawn, and seriously schizophrenic than the Good. The Poor fulfills the image of the schizophrenic who is ambivalently tied in a very dependent, infantile relationship with his domineering, overcontrolling mother. Characteristically, the father is absent from the home, or he is such an inadequate figure for identification compared to the maternal presence that the Poor receives little help in moving from his relationship with the mother toward the more instrumental outgoing role the culture expects of a male. The older a boy becomes the more he and society anticipate, if not demand, that he fulfill the usual male social, economic, and sexual expectations. As the unprepared and inadequate Poor is increasingly confronted with these pressures, extreme withdrawal and other psychotic means of avoidance become necessary. It is likely that he will become hospitalized with less and less chance of making up, even poorly, the developmental gap between himself and the normal.
The Good succeeds more satisfactorily in breaking the infantile bond to mother and establishing a viable identification with his father. By means of this identification he becomes trained and shaped in the skills and attitudes necessary to fulfill the male role prescribed by society. His ego is fragile and many skills may be only minimally developed, but compared with the Poor he presents a picture of greater social and sexual adequacy. The son's developmental lags and lacunae are due to the pernicious influences of a domineering father with whom he cannot identify sufficiently to prepare himself for safe passage through life situations that the culture expects of males.
In sum, maternal figures are maximally significant for Poors and paternal figures for Goods. When faced with censure, real or implied, from the significant parent, the schizophrenic's prepotent response is withdrawal. If withdrawal responses are blocked, the schizophrenic son will passively be influenced to agree with the wishes or demands of the significant parent with the hope of avoiding censure. The more powerful or domineering the parent, the more apparent will be his influence.
Since the Good versus Poor dichotomy is a reflection of social competence (Zigler & Phillips, 1962) , it is reasonable to expect its relevance to populations other than schizophrenic ones. The present study assumes that normal males, like their schizophrenic counterparts, can be distributed on a continuum of success in learning the male role. Those most retarded in this social learning task are hypothesized to come from maternally dominated families and hence will be more responsive to maternal than paternal influence. In contrast to Poor normals, Good normals who have identified with more adequate paternal figures are hypothesized to be more influenced by such figures than maternal ones.
Formal Statements of Hypotheses
Hypothesis I. There will be a significant interaction between the sex of the parental figure and the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomy such that paranoids will be maximally influenced by paternal figures and nonparanoids will be maximally influenced by maternal figures.
Hypothesis 11. There will be a significant interaction between the sex of the parental figure, the power of the parental figure, and the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomy such that paranoids will be maximally influenced by powerful paternal figures and nonparanoids will be maximally influenced by powerful maternal figures.
The parallel hypotheses for the Good versus Poor dichotomy are:
Hypothesis HI. There will be a significant interaction between the sex of the parental figure and the Good versus Poor dichotomy such that Goods will be maximally influenced by paternal figures and Poors will be maximally influenced by maternal figures.
Hypothesis IV. There will be a significant interaction between the sex of the parental figure, the power of the parental figure, and the Good versus Poor dichotomy such that Goods will be maximally influenced by powerful paternal figures and Poors will be maximally influenced by powerful maternal figures.
Hypotheses about the influence of parental figures on "good" and "poor" normal males are identical to those for good and poor schizophrenics.
METHOD
In order to test the hypotheses an experimental situation was designed which required 5 to make a forced choice between two very similar items in Session 1, followed 1 wk. later by an opportunity to make the same choice in a second session. During this second session, a parental figure represented by a photograph recommended one of the two items in each pair. There were 80 trials each consisting of 5's choosing one of a pair of items. On one half of the trials of the second session a parental figure recommended the same item 5 chose in Session 1, and on one half of the trials the parental figure recommended the alternative that S did not choose in Session 1. The 5 had two alternatives open to him on each trial in Session 2: he could be consistent and choose the same item as in Session 1 regardless of parental recommendation, or he could change his choice from Session 1 to either agree or disagree with the parental recommendation in Session 2. The frequencies and latencies of 5's changes to agree and/or disagree with each type of parental figure constitute the dependent variables to be described below.
Apparatus
An apparatus was constructed that displayed the pairs of items and the parental figures to S, and which also permitted S to indicate his choices. The display portion consisted of an inclined blackboard measuring 20 in. across X 10 in., at the top of which was a rack that held 80 pairs of stimulus items from which 5 had to choose one item from each pair. Items were placed one at each end of a strip of black cardboard 20 in. X 3 in.
Directly beneath the stimulus items was a space in which a photograph of a parental figure was inserted for each trial of Session 2. The figure was placed under one or the other of the two items in each stimulus pair. The space was empty throughout Session 1.
Attached to the display board was a black knob which slid freely from one end of the display board to the other and had a resting point in the middle. The S could indicate his choices by sliding the knob 10 in, either side of center where it would hit the stop directly beneath the item chosen.
The use of a 20-in. slide forced S to make an energetic motoric commitment to the items he chose. Also, the photographs of parental figures were situated directly above the slide, so that when S moved the knob to choose the item the parental figure recommended he almost touched the photograph. It was expected that this enforced proximity of S's hands and the parental photographs would intensify 5's motivation to agree and/or disagree with parental figures.
Stimulus item pairs and parental photographs were changed on each trial by E, who was situated behind the apparatus out of S's line of vision. The E measured with a stopwatch to the nearest second the latency of 5's responses. The latency score was measured from the onset of the stimulus until S moved the knob to the end of the slide. A telltale marker visible from E's position was attached to the knob enabling E to score the items 5 chose and 5's latency of choice.
Instructions to Subjects
At the beginning of Session 1 5s were told: This is a test of the kind of decisions people make and the way they go about making their decisions. On the board in front of you are pictures of two sets of books, one at this end and one at this end. I want you to look at both pictures and decide which set of books you think is best or which set of books you prefer. You can indicate your decision by moving the black knob in front of you all the way to one side or the other until it stops directly underneath the item you chose. After you move it to one end, move it back to the center, and you will be ready to choose between the next two things on the following card. I want you to make a choice for every set of pictures even if they both seem good, or you don't want either one. Do you have any questions?
At the end of the first session, 5 was told E would see him again in a week to finish the test and to answer any questions S might have about the procedure.
At the beginning of Session 2 5 was instructed as follows:
Hello Mr.
Do you remember what we did last time? Well, this time we are going to do something a little different. Often when a person wants to choose something for himself, he will ask the advice of somebody else. If it is a young boy in high school, he will probably ask his parents what they would advise him to get. I am going to show you the same pictures as last week, and you are to again choose the thing you prefer or think is best, just like you did last week. But this time I am going to show you pictures of parents and which things they advised their sons to choose. For example, if a picture of a mother or a father appears on this side underneath this set of books, it means that this mother or father thinks his son should choose this set of books. If the picture of the mother or father appears over here underneath this set of books, it means the mother or father thinks his son should choose this set of books. For each set of items I will show you what the parent thinks his son should choose, you choose the thing you personally think is best, just as you did last week. Okay? Do you have any questions?
Parental Sex and Power
Full to three-quarter face, black and white photographs of middle-aged men and women were used to represent parental stimuli. To prepare these stimuli a pool of 27 photographs of males and 25 photographs of females were selected from magazines and from a study by Wolowitz (1965) . They were all enlarged to approximately 4 in. in height, printed on glossy paper, contour cut, and mounted on black cardboard squares. The inclusion of photographs of the extremely powerful and weak males and females from the Wolowitz study as well as face validity indicated that many points along the power dimension were represented in the photographs of both males and females, Power ratings of photographs were arrived at by two different procedures, one followed by the normal 5s and one by the schizophrenic 5s. Since the power variable did not interact significantly with any other variables, a discussion of the procedures by which power ratings were assigned to photographs is omitted from this paper.
Stimulus Items
Eighty pairs of pictures of common items were selected from store catalogs and magazines, contour cut, and pasted one on each end of a black strip of cardboard 20 in. X 3 in. Item pairs were chosen so that one member of a pair differed from the other only in a nonessential attribute. By pairing items that were almost identical, manifestations of parental influence was maximized. Examples of item pairs are a solid tie and a striped tie of equal size and shape, a maroon car and an identical tan car, and a pack of pink paper towels and yellow paper towels. Items were screened for attributes of size, clarity, the lack of obvious threatening content, and familiarity. The item pairs were randomly ordered and presented to all 5s in the same order in both sessions.
Dependent Variables of Change and Latency
On each of the 80 trials in Session 1, 5 committed himself to one item from each pair, and in Session 2 he again chose the item he preferred. Between Sessions 1 and 2, E prearranged the stimuli so that for one half the item pairs a parental figure would endorse the item 5 chose in Session 1, and on the other half the parental figure would endorse the item 5 did not choose in Session 1. Each of the four types of parental figure appeared on 20 trials, so each individual figure appeared on 5 trials. The five presentations of each figure were divided so that on either 2 or 3 trials each parent endorsed the item 5 chose in Session 1, and on the remaining 2 or 3 trials he endorsed the item 5 did not choose in Session 1. Thus it was possible to take a controlled measure of 5's frequency of change in choice from Session 1 to agree and/or disagree with each type of parental figure in Session 2.
Both of the dependent variables to be measured are based upon the difference between S's choices in Session 1 and his choices in Session 2. Since the only difference between Sessions 1 and 2 was the presence of a parental figure in the second session, any significant differences in 5's choices must be related to the influence of parental figures. The relative amounts of change in the presence of each type of parental figure provide a control on the possibility of random changes by 5 from Session 1 to Session 2. For example, if paranoids were to show significantly more change in the presence of powerful paternal figures than any other type of parental figure, this would be attributed to the influence of the powerful paternal figure and not to random changes between the two sessions.
Two independent features of 5's responses were measured; the frequency of change in overt choice from Session 1 to Session 2 and the latencies of these changes in overt choice. The total frequency of influence measure is the total number of times 5 changed his own choice from Session 1 to another choice in Session 2. Since 5 had to choose between two items in both sessions and since parental figures were present in Session 2, if 5 changed his choice in Session 2, it must have been either a change to agree with a parental figure or a change to disagree with a parental figure. The frequency of 5's changes to agree will be called the frequency of positive influence, and the frequency of 5's changes to disagree will be called the frequency of negative influence. It is, of course, possible for 5 to ignore the parental influence and choose the same item from each pair in both sessions.
For each of the measures of frequency of change there is a corresponding measure of latency of change. These are the total latency of influence, the latency of positive inflence, and the latency of negative influence. Each of the latency scores is calculated by subtracting 5's latency response in Session 2 from his latency response in Session 1 for each trial on which he changed his choice from Session 1 to Session 2. Thus, latency scores can be negative quantities if 5 responds more quickly in Session 1 than in Session 2.
The total frequency of influence and the total latency of influence are simple summations of their positive and negative components and, hence, are not totally independent of them. 
Subjects
The experimental design requires a total of six male S groups, four schizophrenic and two normal. Since one of the major tests is between the Good versus Poor dichotomy and the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomy, the four schizophrenic groups necessary are paranoid Goods, paranoid Poors, nonparanoid Goods, and nonparanoid Poors. Each of these subgroups has 8 5s which means that each group comparison is 16 Ss against 16 5s. The two normal groups consist of 16 "Good" and 16 "Poor" college students.
Selection of patients. 2 Because of the nature of the Phillips' Scale items, only 5s 20 yr. of age or older were considered. Further, since the research addresses itself to family dynamics, and these are determined by cultural factors as well as biological sex, only male Caucasions were selected. Additional matching requirements of length of hospitalization, number of hospitalizations, marital status, religion, and occupation would have drastically reduced the number of 5s available and were not considered.
However, post hoc analysis indicates a random distribution of these characteristics with the exception of chronicity and marital status, As might be expected, Poors have significantly longer hospitalizations than Goods, and Goods have a higher incidence of marriage than Poors. Patients with Phillips' Scale scores less than 15 were eligible as Goods, and those with scores higher than IS were considered Poors.
In order to qualify for the paranoid subgroups it was only necessary that a patient be so diagnosed once in the course of his hospital career. This method of dealing with the problem of successive diagnoses rests on the assumption that the relationships between paranoid symptoms and particular family dynamics do not change over time even if the manifest symptom picture does. Any schizophrenic never diagnosed as paranoid was eligible for the nonparanoid subgroup. No patient with a major secondary diagnosis was used. All 5s were taking tranquilizing medication.
For a reliability check on the Phillips' Scale scores an independent random sample of 19 schizophrenics was rated from casebook information by B and an advanced clinical psychology graduate student. The correlation between their ratings was phi of .59, significant at the .02 level.
Selection of students. Since the Phillips' Scale was deemed inappropriate for use with students, a ques-tionnaire a stressing social and sexual feelings and experiences was constructed. It was administered to 64 male college students, and the highest and lowest quartiles were selected as "Goods" and "Poors." The correlation between this questionnaire and the Phillips' Scale scores of 29 schizophrenics was .75, significant at the .005 level.
RESULTS

Paranoid versus Nonparanoid and Good versus Poor
Frequency of influence. Results on the frequency of influence measures are presented in Figure 1 . The data in this and all figures are collapsed over the parental power variable since this variable failed to have an effect. On all frequency of influence measures the results are as predicted in Hypothesis I: paranoids are influenced more by paternal figures, and nonparanoids are influenced more by maternal figures. With df -1/56, the F ratios are: total frequency of influence, 11.82, p < .01; frequency of positive influence, 6.28, p < .05; frequency of negative influence, 6.19, p < .05.
Latency oj influence. Results on the latency of influence measures are presented in Figure  2 . Hypothesis I is supported by the significant interactions between the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomy and sex of the parental figure on the total latency of influence measure (F = 4.17, df=l/56, p<.05 ) and the latency of negative influence measure (F = 4.99, df = 1/56, p < .05). The paranoids respond more quickly to the paternal figures, and the nonparanoids respond more quickly to the maternal figures. This is not true for the latency of positive influence (F = .05, df = 1/56, p> .05) or for the latency when not influenced (F = .08, df = 1/56, p > .05).
Normal Goods versus Normal Poors
Frequency of influence. Figure 3 presents results on the frequency of influence measures for student Ss. On all measures of influence using frequency of change, Goods are influenced more by paternal figures and Poors more by maternal figures, however the differences fail to reach significance. With df = 1/30, the F ratios are: total frequency of influence, .96, p > .05; frequency of positive 8 Copies of the questionnaire are available from the author. 
DISCUSSION
Comparison of the Dichotomies for Patient Subgroups
The results of this experiment clearly support the utility of the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomy over the Good versus Poor dichotomy. There is unequivocal evidence that paternal figures are more valent than maternal figures for paranoids and vice versa for nonparanoids. The differential valence of paternal and maternal figures was not related to the Good versus Poor dichotomy.
Since there is substantial evidence from other studies supporting the Good versus Poor dichotomy and the differential valence of parents, why did this study fail to show such results? The most likely possibility stems from the correlations between Goods and paranoids, and Poors and nonparanoids. It may be that in studies with positive results relating premorbid adequacy and parental sex the Goods have also been paranoid and the Poors have been nonparanoid. In studies failing to show the predicted relationship the Goods may not have been primarily paranoid and the Poors nonparanoid.
The present study indicates that, when premorbid adequacy is controlled, the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomy accounts for a significant proportion of the variance in parental influence, but this is not true of the Good versus Poor dichotomy when the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomy is controlled. Unfortunately, studies based on the premorbid adequacy dichotomy do not specify the diagnostic composition of S categories, but Wolowitz's (1965) redistribution of Farina's data supports the correlation between Goods and paranoids, and Poors and nonparanoids.
Nature of Parental influence on Paranoids and Nonparanoids
The results clearly indicate that patients are not simply influenced to conform to the opinions of the valent parents, but that they are influenced both to conform and to oppose the opinions of the valent parent. The patients respond as if the valent parent were the locus of opinion around which patients hovered, sometimes conforming to the parents' wishes and sometimes opposing them, but in both cases dependent upon the parental position. The ability of the valent parent to influence the patient positively and negatively is interpreted to be a function of the patient's ambivalent motivation toward that parent.
These findings are somewhat different from statements by many investigators, for example, Rodnick and Garmezy (19S7) , Stierlin (1959) , and Wynne, Ryckoff, Day, and Hirsch (1958) , which imply that the schizophrenic is subjected to extreme pressures to conform to the deviant view of reality held by the dominant parent or shared by the other family members. Results in the present study agree with this insofar as patients behave as if they had not achieved sufficient independence from the valent parental figure to be able to maintain their own opinion in the face of a different opinion held by the valent parent. But in the present study the patients also fail to maintain their own opinion if it is the same as the one held by the valent parent. This opposition to parental influence does not mean that patients are any less dependent on their parents, but it does mean that they are not just passively in-fluenced to conform to parental opinions. Patients' opposition to parental opinion might only be thought of as an expression of their negativism, but it could also represent patients' strivings to gain some independence from the valent parent.
When an individual is being influenced by a parental figure, he has a conflict. The normal person is able to resolve it by saying, in effect, that the parent's opinion differs from his own or is the same as his own. When the influence comes from the valent parent, the schizophrenic is less able to do this. Instead, he is grossly affected by the parental influence and more frequently than the normal agrees (t= 1.77, p < .05) and disagrees (* = 1.S7, p < .10) with the parental opinion.
When the latency of response measures are used to indicate parental influence, the paranoids respond most quickly when influenced by paternal figures and the nonparanoids respond most quickly when influenced by maternal figures. A possible reason for patient subgroups having quicker latencies when influenced by the valent parent is that to a large extent this situation is a highly charged one having components of an avoidanceavoidance conflict. For the paranoid, agreement with a paternal figure is avoided for fear of harm from him and the submissiveness implied in conforming, yet to disagree also arouses fears of retaliation and a missed opportunity to identify with the aggressor. For the nonparanoid, agreement with a maternal figure is avoided for fear of merging with her and disagreement is avoided because it threatens dissolution of the symbiosis.
The solution to an avoidance-avoidance conflict is withdrawal, and this is precisely what the patient brings about by responding quickly and thereby having the stimulus complex changed. The fact that latencies of response when 5s are not influenced by the valent parental figure are randomly distributed with respect to the sex of the valent parental figure indicates that 5s are only conflicted about the parental figure when they are being influenced by him.
Student Goods versus Poors
The finding of differential latencies for Goods and Poors only when each was influenced by the valent parent offers some support to the contention of Zigler and Phillips (1962) that a social competence dimension underlies the Good versus Poor dichotomy as applied to any population. The fact, that when influenced by the valent parent the students' latencies are longer while in the same situation the patients' latencies are shorter, suggests that patients resolve these conflicts by withdrawal while students attempt to cope more actively with the conflict.
Relationship between the Subject Dichotomies
Not only does a social competence dimension underlie both the paranoid versus nonparanoid dichotomy and the Good versus Poor dichotomy, but the social competence dimension is itself based upon the nature of the relationships to parents. That is, Poors with both normal and pathological personalities remain excessively dependent upon maternal figures, and Goods remain excessively dependent upon paternal figures. Because of the limitation in social learning, the relatively unrepressed incestuous wishes, and the fears of merging engendered by extreme maternal dependency, Poors are unable to achieve stable heterosexual relationships and mature social adjustments. In contrast, the paternally dependent Goods have sufficient identifications with mature males to approximate normals in heterosexual orientation, mature social relationships, and greater occupational stability.
If a Poor develops schizophrenia, his dependence upon maternal figures expresses itself in the concerns about symbiosis, merging, and loss of self, characteristic of the nonparanoid schizophrenic disorders. If a Good develops schizophrenia, his dependence on paternal figures expresses itself in the pseudohomosexual and homosexual concerns characteristic of paranoid schizophrenia, that is, the wish for and struggle against submission to the male.
According to this view, neither the paranoid versus nonparanoid nor the Good versus Poor dichotomies are specific to schizophrenia. Each represents the development and status of nuclear identifications and conflicts with parents in males at all positions on a normalpathological continuum. Whatever schizo-phrenia may be, it is other than the psychosocial meanings of the terms paranoid, nonparanoid, Good, and Poor which are attributes but not essences of the schizophrenic process.
